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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services

[Document Identifier: CMS–R–0148]

Agency Information Collection
Activities: Submission for OMB
Review; Comment Request

AGENCY: Centers for Medicare and
Medicaid Services, HHS.

In compliance with the requirement
of section 3506(c)(2)(A) of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, the
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services (CMS) (formerly known as the
Health Care Financing Administration
(HCFA), Department of Health and
Human Services, is publishing the
following summary of proposed
collections for public comment.
Interested persons are invited to send
comments regarding this burden
estimate or any other aspect of this
collection of information, including any
of the following subjects: (1) The
necessity and utility of the proposed
information collection for the proper
performance of the agency’s functions;
(2) the accuracy of the estimated
burden; (3) ways to enhance the quality,
utility, and clarity of the information to
be collected; and (4) the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology to
minimize the information collection
burden.

Type of Information Collection
Request: Extension of a currently
approved collection. Title of
Information Collection: Limitation on
Provider-Related Donations and Health
Care-Related Taxes; Limitations on
Payments to Disproportionate Share
Hospitals; Medicaid and Supporting
Regulations in 42 CFR 433.68, 433.74,
447.74 and 447.272; Form No.: HCFA–
R–148 (OMB#0938–0618); Use: These
information collection requirements
specify limitations on the amount of
Federal financial participation available
for medical assistance expenditures in a
fiscal year. States receive donated funds
from providers and revenues are
generated by health care related taxes.
These donations and revenues are used
to fund medical assistance programs;
Frequency: Quarterly; Affected Public:
State, Local, or Tribal Government;
Number of Respondents: 50; Total
Annual Responses: 40; Total Annual
Hours: 2,880.

To obtain copies of the supporting
statement and any related forms for the
proposed paperwork collections
referenced above, access CMS’ Web Site
address at http://www.hcfa.gov/regs/

prdact95.htm, or e-mail your request,
including your address, phone number,
OMB number, and CMS document
identifier, to Paperwork@hcfa.gov, or
call the Reports Clearance Office on
(410) 786–1326. Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collections must be mailed
within 30 days of this notice directly to
the OMB desk officer: OMB Human
Resources and Housing Branch,
Attention: Brenda Aguilar, New
Executive Office Building, Room 10235,
Washington, DC 20503.

Dated: December 27, 2001.
Julie Brown,
Acting CMS Reports Clearance Officer, CMS
Office of Information Services, Security and
Standards Group, Division of CMS Enterprise
Standards.
[FR Doc. 02–426 Filed 1–7–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4120–03–P

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

National Institutes of Health

National Library of Medicine; Notice of
Closed Meeting

Pursuant to section 10(d) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as
amended (5 U.S.C. Appendix 2), notice
is hereby given of the following
meeting.

The meeting will be closed to the
public in accordance with the
provisions set forth in sections
552b(c)(4) and 552b(c)(6), Title 5 U.S.C.,
as amended. The grant applications and
the discussions could disclose
confidential trade secrets or commercial
property such as patentable material,
and personal information concerning
individuals associated with the grant
applications, the disclosure of which
would constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy.

Name of Committee: National Library of
Medicine Special Emphasis Panel, Site Visit
MMR B J2.

Date: January 6–8, 2002.
Time: January 6, 2002, 7 pm to 9 pm.
Agenda: To review and evaluate grant

applications (Pre-Site Visit Meeting).
Place: Univ. of Florida Doubletree Hotel &

Conf. Center, 1714 SW 34th Street,
Gainesville, FL 32607.

Time: January 7, 2002, 7 am to 5 pm.
Agenda: To review and evaluate grant

applications.
Place: University of Florida, Gainesville,

FL 32610.
Time: January 7, 2002, 7 am to 8 pm.
Agenda: To review and evaluate grant

applications (Post-Site Visit Meeting).
Place: Univ. of Florida Doubletree Hotel &

Conf. Center, 1714 SW 34th Street,
Gainesville, FL 32607.

Time: January 8, 2002, 8 am to 12 pm.
Agenda: To review and evaluate grant

applications (Post-Site Visit Meeting).
Place: Univ. of Florida Doubletree Hotel &

Conf. Center, 1714 SW 34th Street,
Gainesville, FL 32607.

Contact Person: Merlyn M. Rodrigues, MD,
PhD, Medical Officer/SRA, National Library
of Medicine, Extramural Programs, 6705
Rockledge Drive, Suite 301, Bethesda, MD
20894.

This notice is being published less than 15
days prior to the meeting due to the timing
limitations imposed by the review and
funding cycle.

(Catalogue of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Nos. 93.879, Medical Library
Assistance, National Institutes of Health,
HHS)

Dated: December 28, 2001.
LaVerne Y. Stringfield,
Director, Office of Federal Advisory
Committee Policy.
[FR Doc. 02–475 Filed 1–7–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4140–01–M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

National Park Service

Record of Decision; Final
Environmental Impact Statement;
General Management Plan; Washita
Battlefield National Historic Site,
Oklahoma

Introduction
The Department of the Interior,

National Park Service (NPS), has
prepared this Record of Decision (ROD)
on the Final General Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement for
Washita Battlefield National Historic
Site, Oklahoma. This ROD includes a
statement of the decision made,
synopses of other alternatives
considered, the basis for the decision, a
description of the environmentally
preferable alternative, a discussion of
impairment of park resources or values,
a listing of measures to minimize
environmental harm, and an overview
of public involvement in the decision-
making process.

Decision (Selected Action)
The National Park Service will

implement the preferred alternative as
described in the Final General
Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement issued in August
2001. Under the selected action, park
managers will make several changes to
in order to provide a better visitor
experience and protect the resource
values at Washita Battlefield National
Historic Site. The site will be zoned to
ensure that resources are protected and
opportunities exist to provide a quality
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visitor experience. Most of the site
(about 90%) will be restored to native
vegetation as directed by the site’s
enabling legislation. A new loop trail
system will allow visitors to access the
site. At the US Forest Service’s Black
Kettle National Grassland ranger station
a shared administrative, maintenance,
visitor facility will be constructed. The
existing overlook will be redesigned to
provide a better interpretive experience
for the visitor.

Other Alternatives Considered
Three other alternatives for managing

Washita Battlefield National Historic
Site were evaluated in the draft and
final environmental impact statements.

The no-action alternative provides a
baseline for evaluating the changes and
impacts of the three action alternatives.
Under the no-action alternative, park
managers would continue to manage the
park as it is currently managed, relying
on the interim plans and other related
existing plans. No new construction or
major changes would take place, except
for previously approved developments.
All of the park’s existing facilities
would continue to be operated and
maintained as they are currently.

Alternative A would provide a new
administrative, maintenance and visitor
facility at the US Forest Service’s Black
Kettle National Grassland. There would
not be any trail access down onto the
site. However, the overlook would be
redesigned to provide for better
interpretation of the site.

Alternative B would provide visitors
with an onsite learning experience with
an administrative, maintenance, and
visitor facility on site. A loop trail
would cross the river and return to the
visitor area. The overlook would also be
redesigned under this alternative.

Basis for Decision
The Organic Act established the

National Park Service in order to
‘‘promote and regulate the use of
parks.* * *’’ The Organic Act defined
the purpose of the national parks as ‘‘to
conserve the scenery and natural and
historic objects and wild life therein and
to provide for the enjoyment of the same
in such manner and by such means as
will leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations.’’ The
Organic Act provides overall guidance
for the management of Washita
Battlefield National Historic Site.

In reaching its decision to select the
preferred alternative, the National Park
Service considered the purposes for
which Washita Battlefield National
Historic Site was established, and other
laws and policies that apply to lands at
Washita Battlefield National Historic

Site, including the Organic Act,
National Environmental Policy Act, and
the NPS Management Policies. The
National Park Service also carefully
considered public comments received
during the planning process.

Each alternative in the General
Management Plan presents a different
framework for managing Washita
Battlefield National Historic Site. As a
result, each alternative would have
different impacts on park resources and
visitors.

Compared to all of the alternatives
considered, the preferred alternative
(selected action) best accomplishes
protection of park resources while
providing of a range of quality visitor
experiences. The preferred alternative
would have both beneficial and adverse
impacts on the park’s resources, but
most of the adverse impacts would be
minor and localized. The new
management zones would help ensure
that opportunities exist for experiencing
education and solitude for the visitor
while protecting the site’s cultural and
natural resource values.

The preferred alternative provides the
visitors with a better experience than
Alternative A by allowing trail access
down onto the site.

Compared to alternative B, the
preferred alternative would result in far
fewer adverse impacts on the cultural
and natural resources of the site by
having the major facility located off site.
Unlike the preferred alternative, under
Alternative B there would be the
potential for moderate adverse impacts
to the park resource values.

Environmentally Preferable Alternative
Records of decision are required

under Council on Environmental
Quality regulations to identify the
environmentally preferable alternative.
Environmentally preferable is defined as
‘‘the alternative that will promote the
national environmental policy as
expressed in section 101 of the National
Environmental Policy Act. Section 101
states that ‘‘* * * it is the continuing
responsibility of the Federal
Government to * * * (1) fulfill the
responsibilities of each generation as
trustee of the environment for
succeeding generations; (2) assure for all
Americans safe, healthful, productive,
and aesthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings; (3) attain the widest range
of beneficial uses of the environment
without degradation, risk to health or
safety, or other undesirable and
unintended consequences; (4) preserve
important historic, cultural, and natural
aspects of our national heritage, and
maintain, wherever possible, an
environment which supports diversity,

and variety of individual choice; (5)
achieve a balance between population
and resource use which will permit high
standards of living and a wide sharing
of life’s amenities; and (6) enhance the
quality of renewable resources and
approach the maximum attainable
recycling of depletable resources.’’

The environmentally preferable
alternative is the NPS preferred
alternative in the Final Washita
Battlefield National Historic Site
General Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement
because it surpasses the other
alternatives in realizing the full range of
national environmental policy goals in
section 101. This alternative provides a
high level of protection of natural and
cultural resources while concurrently
providing for a wide range of neutral
and beneficial uses of the environment.
The alternative maintains an
environment that supports a diversity
and variety of individual choices. Also
it integrates resource protection with an
appropriate range of visitor uses.

The no-action alternative does not
provide as much resource protection as
the preferred alternative. Adverse visitor
experience impacts also would likely
increase under this alternative. Thus,
compared to the preferred alternative,
the no-action alternative is not as
effective at meeting national
environmental policy goals 3 (attain the
widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment without degradation), 4
(preserve important cultural and natural
aspects and maintain an environment
that supports diversity and variety of
individual choice), 5 (achieve a balance
between population and resource use),
and 6 (enhance the quality of renewable
resources).

Although alternative A provides a
higher level of resource protection than
the preferred alternative, it restricts
visitor experiences and thus does not
fully achieve goals 3 (providing the
widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment without degradation) and 5
(achieving a balance between
population and resource use)—
alternative A does not realize these
national environmental policy goals to
the same extent as the preferred
alternative.

Alternative B does provide for more
localized visitor experiences and access
to the site. However, there would be a
higher potential for adverse impacts to
cultural and natural resources under
this alternative compared to the
preferred alternative. Thus, alternative B
does not meet policy goals 3 (attain the
widest range of beneficial uses without
degradation), 4 (preserve important
cultural and natural aspects), and 6
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(enhance the quality of renewable
resources) to the same degree as the
preferred alternative.

Findings on Impairment of Park
Resources and Values

The National Park Service may not
allow the impairment of park resources
and values unless directly and
specifically provided for by legislation
or proclamation establishing the park.
Impairment that is prohibited by the
NPS Organic Act and the General
Authorities Act is an impact that, in the
professional judgment of the responsible
NPS manager, would harm the integrity
of park resources or values, including
the opportunities that otherwise would
be present for the enjoyment of those
resources or values. In determining
whether an impairment would occur,
park managers examine the duration,
severity and magnitude of the impact;
the resources and values affected; and
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
of the action. According to NPS policy,
‘‘An impact would be more likely to
constitute an impairment to the extent
that it affects a resource or value whose
conservation is: (a) Necessary to fulfill
specific purposes identified in the
establishing legislation or proclamation
of the park; (b) Key to the natural or
cultural integrity of the park or to
opportunities for enjoyment of the park;
or (c) Identified as a goal in the park’s
general management plan or other
relevant NPS planning documents.’’

This policy does not prohibit all
impacts to park resources and values.
The National Park Service has the
discretion to allow impacts to park
resources and values when necessary
and appropriate to fulfill the purposes
of a park, so long as the impacts do not
constitute an impairment.

Moreover, an impact is less likely to
constitute an impairment if it is an
unavoidable result, which cannot be
further mitigated, of an action necessary
to preserve or restore the integrity of
park resources or values.

After analyzing the environmental
impacts described in the Final General
Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement and public comments
received, the National Park Service has
determined that implementation of the
preferred alternative will not constitute
an impairment to Washita Battlefield
National Historic Site’s resources and
values. The actions comprising the
preferred alternative are intended to
protect and enhance the park’s natural
and cultural resources, and provide for
high-quality visitor experiences.
Overall, the alternative would have
minor, beneficial effects on such

resources as cultural landscapes,
ethnography and park collections; and a
moderate, beneficial effect on visitor
experience. From an overall, parkwide
perspective, no major adverse impacts
to the park’s resources or the range of
visitor experiences and no irreversible
commitments of resources (other than a
small loss of soil) would be expected.
While the alternative would have some
adverse effects on park resources and
visitor experiences, most of these
impacts would be site-specific, minor to
moderate, short-term impacts.

Measures To Minimize Environmental
Harm

Measures to avoid or minimize
environmental harm that could result
from implementation of the selected
action have been identified and
incorporated into the preferred
alternative and are described in detail in
the Final General Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement.
Cultural and natural resource mitigation
measures are described in the
‘‘Alternatives’’ chapter, the description
of the preferred alternative, and in the
analysis of environmental impacts.
Measures to minimize environmental
harm include, but are not limited to:
tribal consultations; siting projects and
facilities in previously disturbed or
developed locations; employing erosion
control measures, restoration of habitats
using native plant materials; visitor
education programs, ranger patrols,
erecting barriers and signs to reduce or
prevent impacts; allowing only the use
of weed-free materials and equipment in
the park; conducting visitor surveys and
monitoring visitor use patterns;
monitoring changes in the condition of
natural and cultural resources;
monitoring construction activities; and
consulting with the Oklahoma
Historical Society, office of the state
historic preservation officer and U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service when
appropriate.

Public Involvement

The National Park Service provided
numerous opportunities for the public
to participate in the Washita Battlefield
National Historic Site general
management planning process. The
planning team primarily used
newsletters and public meetings to
solicit public comments and suggestions
for the plan. During the course of the
planning process two newsletters were
sent to the site’s mailing list, which
consisted of over 400 names. Each of the
newsletters provided the opportunity
for feedback and comments from the
public. The planning team held three

sets of public meetings to gain public
input during scoping, preliminary
alternatives development and the draft
plan public review. In addition,
members of the planning team
consulted with and sought the views of
several agencies and governments,
including the Southern Cheyenne and
Arapaho tribes, Northern Cheyenne,
Apache, Wichita tribes, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, US Forest Service, and the
Oklahoma Historical Society.

The comment period on the draft plan
initially ran from February 15, 2001,
through May 20, 2001. A notice of
availability was published in the March
20, 2001, Federal Register. The
planning team held six public meetings
on the draft environmental impact
statement from March 27 through March
30, 2001. Meetings were held in
Anadarko, Concho, Clinton, and
Cheyenne, Oklahoma. About fifteen
separate written responses were
received during the comment period.

Two individuals commented on the
Final General Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement during
the 30-day no-action period. No new
substantive issues were raised in the
two comment letters.

The notice of availability for the final
environmental impact statement was
published in the September 21, 2001
Federal Register. The 30-day ‘‘no
action’’ period ended on October 15,
2001.

Conclusion

Among the alternatives considered,
the preferred alternative best protects
the diversity of park resources while
also maintaining a range of quality
visitor experiences, meets NPS purposes
and goals for managing Washita
Battlefield National Historic Site, and
meets national environmental policy
goals. The preferred alternative would
not result in the impairment of park
resources and would allow the National
Park Service to conserve park resources
and provide for their enjoyment by
visitors. The officials responsible for
implementing the selected alternative
are the Director, Intermountain Region,
and the Superintendent, Washita
Battlefield National Historic Site.

Dated: November 6, 2001.

John T. Crowley,

Acting Director, Intermountain Region,
National Park Service.
[FR Doc. 02–380 Filed 1–7–02; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4310–70–P
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